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I. Introduction
One online dictionary defines "assimilate" as "to absorb into the culture or mores of a population or group."
1 This definition connotes a process, and the same source defines "assimilation" as "an act, process or instance of assimilating"-presumably, being absorbed "into … group." In this study we focus on assimilation in light of this definition as a process, studying what immigrants do which might enable some of them to assimilate while others do not.
Assimilation has hardly been neglected by economists. Indeed, in the past 40 years there have been immense numbers of studies that have focused on assimilation. With the exception of studies of labor supply, all of these have examined the outcomes of the process, not the process itself. Thus Chiswick's (1978) classic cross-section analysis focused on wage changes accompanying time spent in a new country, as did Borjas' (1985) and (1995) analyses of artificial cohorts. Other work (e.g., Antecol et al, 2006) has expanded the examination of the outcomes of the process of assimilation to focus on both prices (wage rates) and quantities (employment levels). We care about these outcomes-they are the indicators of immigrants' well-being, and they provide signals to potential immigrants (and also to potential emigrants); but they tell us nothing about what immigrants are doing in the process of assimilation itself.
In this study we step back from this black-box approach to assimilation and focus instead on the process of assimilation-on what immigrants actually do. We develop some facts describing immigrant-native differences in the use of time; based on these facts, we derive an economic theory of assimilation that has specific testable predictions about the behavior of immigrants. We then test these predictions on a large recently created American data set, the American Time Use Survey. After having examined their validity (or lack thereof), we then
attempt to infer what causes differences in the underlying parameters of the model. This examination leads to a discussion of the sources of heterogeneity in immigrants' outcomes and to 2 efforts that could be made to change the assimilation process that might improve outcomes.
Finally, we replicate these results on an older Australian data set.
Although one recent unpublished study (Vargas and Chavez, 2009 ) has examined immigrants' time use, and another (Zaiceva and Zimmermann, 2010) examined time use by ethnicity, our approach is novel for economists, focusing on assimilation as a process rather than a set of outcomes. While new to economics, viewing assimilation as a process has occupied historians and others for a very long time. 2 Handlin's (1951) classic discussion dealt at least as much with this as with outcomes-the "immigrant experience" is one of becoming rather than being, and assimilation is viewed as a learning process:
Working as they did in a new fashion and in a strange place, it took time to find a way around, to begin to learn the operations of the productive system of which they had become a part. (Handlin, p. 65) 
II. Some Initial Impressions
Since 2003 the U.S. has developed the largest data set in the world using time diaries with its American Time Use Survey (ATUS), which is based on respondents from households that had recently left the Current Population Survey (CPS) sample. We use data from 2004-2008, containing diaries kept by nearly 65,000 individuals ages 15 and up, each for the one day prior to the morning they completed the diary, with each diarist being the sole member of the household asked to complete a diary (see Hamermesh et al, 2005) . There are 55,949 natives in the sample and 8,976 immigrants. With the appropriate sampling weights (variably weighting the respondents and the days for which they kept diaries) we obtain a complete picture of what the representative American, immigrant or native, was doing on a representative day during these years.
The ATUS does not allow us to answer all the interesting questions about the process of assimilation as reflected in time use: Its restriction to one household member prevents us from examining within-family behavior; and the restriction to one diary-day per person prohibits considering differences in habitual behavior between immigrants and natives. The data set does, however, provide a sufficiently large sample of immigrants and enough additional information about them to enable us both to draw conclusions about immigrant-native differences and to examine the underlying causes of any implied differences in the costs of assimilation.
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The ATUS classifies activities into over 400 separate categories, of which the biggest three, sleeping, paid employment and watching television, account for over 60 percent of all time used in the U.S. Not surprisingly, most activities are not engaged in by most respondents: The representative native averages 24.5 separate activities each day, as does the representative immigrant. Clearly, this preponderance of zeroes means that we cannot concentrate on a small set of primitive categories, since immigrant-native differences in participation in the activity would be tiny; we must instead examine somewhat larger aggregates. We focus on ten aggregates of activities: Purchasing, education, market work, care for others, eating/drinking, household activities (production), personal care, other leisure, socializing/television watching, and organizational/civic/religious activities. For the first three of these aggregates, the three that we examine in most detail, Appendix Table 1 lists the sub-aggregates (many of which are themselves aggregated from the primitive categories) that comprise these three aggregates, along with the average amounts of time in the most common sub-aggregates..
In creating these aggregates we recognize that the task of classification is essentially arbitrary. For example, sleeping is clearly personal care; but is going to church a religious activity or socializing? Should eating/drinking be a separate category, or is some of it more properly included in work, as in a business lunch, or in socializing, as with a dinner with friends?
3 While all the results reflect population-based sampling weights in the ATUS, one might be concerned about unit non-response. It is true (Abraham et al, 2006) that in terms of observables this is not a problem in the ATUS, but perhaps the sample is non-representative along non-observable dimensions. We obviously cannot account for this potential difficulty; but, if it exists, one would think that those immigrants who, other things equal, are less likely to have completed time diaries are those who are most different from natives. That being the case, the results here will understate the true immigrant-native differences.
In the end, as with the use of any accounting data, we are thrown back on the classification choices made by the producers of the data.
Consider the raw differences in patterns of time use between immigrants and natives. All of the statistics (and the results throughout this study) use the 2006 sampling weights to create estimates for the representative American on a representative day. The first row for each of the ten categories in Table 1 presents the mean amount of time in the activity by the average immigrant (native). Looking at these unconditional means suggests that there is no difference in time spent in many activities. The mean amounts of time spent in purchasing and education, for example, are nearly identical; and there appears to be no particular pattern in the other differences.
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In the second and third rows of each part of the table we present the means of the fractions of sample members engaged in the activity (its incidence) and the conditional mean of time spent on it by those who do engage in the activity (its intensity). Delving into these patterns reveals a richer picture of immigrant-native differences. Consider, for example the purchasing category: Although the unconditional means were equal, immigrants are less likely to undertake the activity, but their intensity in it exceeds that of natives. On the other hand, the unconditional mean time spent in organizational activities is greater among natives, but that is entirely due to their greater incidence of this activity-the intensities are the same. In these activities the distinctions are clear, but even in others the table demonstrates the need to go beyond comparing unconditional means.
III. Theoretical Motivation
Noticing that one cannot describe immigrant-native differences in time use merely by looking at the unconditional average time in particular activities, we construct a theory of assimilation that highlights the incidence-intensity distinction. Assimilation is an investment 5 process-the immigrant does things that natives do not need to do in order to earn more and "fit in better" in the future. To capture this process parsimoniously, let there be two time periods, t = 1 and 2, and two types of individuals, natives (N) and immigrants (F). Some of the things that an immigrant does help him or her assimilate. Taking a course in English, dealing with the transportation system, working outside the ethnic enclave, and shopping in non-ethnic stores all increase the immigrant's familiarity with the new society. Conversely, other activities, particularly those that are performed at home, and those that involve dealing with other immigrants with the same background, are not assimilating.
With these considerations in mind, let there be two types of activity, assimilating activities, a, and other activities that make up the total amount of time available, set equal to 1 for convenience. The individual spends a fraction 1-a of his/her time on the non-assimilating activity.
Assimilating activities require overcoming the language and cultural hurdles of getting out into the native world. Doing, so, however, generates the benefit that the immigrant will be able to obtain more desirable outcomes more quickly-i.e., perform better, derive greater utility in the future.
We can write the Foreigner's maximization problem as:
(1) Max {U(a 1 , 1-a 1 ) -CI(a 1 ) + RF(a 1 )U(a 2 , 1-a 2 )}, where 0 < U 1 (a t , 1-a t ), U 2 (a t , 1-a t ) < ∞ for 0 ≤ a t ≤ 1; U 11 , U 22 < 0. R is the discount factor, 0 < R < 1. The gain to engaging in the assimilating activity is increased utility in the future, with the magnitude of the gain depending upon the function F, F(0)>0, F'>0, F"<0 . I(.) is an indicator function equaling 1 if a 1 > 0, 0 if a 1 = 0; and each immigrant incurs the lumpy cost C of choosing to overcome the hurdles (language, foreignness, etc.) of undertaking the assimilating activity.
The parameter C varies across immigrants-some find it easier than others to leave the comfort of their familiar culture and take part in activities that are foreign to them. We have assumed that the costs of participating in the assimilating activity are independent of the amount of the activity that is undertaken. We envision them as the costs overcoming the hurdle of 6 entering into the native world. This is probably a simplification-some of these costs no doubt are also variable, rising as the amount of the assimilating activity increases. Nonetheless, so long as some part of the cost is fixed, the predictions of the model are valid; and the presence of variable costs adds no other testable predictions.
Maximization by the immigrant in Period 1 yields: 
Now consider maximization by the native. We assume that the native's costs of undertaking the assimilating activity are identically zero-C ≡ 0, and that there are no gains to assimilation-F(a 1 ) ≡ 1 for all a 1 ≥ 0. The native has, by definition, already assimilated. The utility-maximizing choice of activity in Period 2 is identical for both natives and immigrants-all that differs, assuming that U is the same for both, is the fillip to utility generated by the fact that F(a * 1 ) <1 for immigrants. Given the shape of U, the native will always undertake some of both the assimilating activity and the other activity; and the right-hand side of (2a) is identically zero among natives (because F'(a 1 ) ≡ 0 for natives).
We can thus focus on differences in outcomes in Period 1 between natives and immigrants.
Recognizing that C is a random variable, rewrite the equation describing the immigrant's decision about whether or not to undertake the assimilating activity as:
and remember that this probability is identically one for natives. Comparing (2a) between immigrants and natives, whatever the maximizing choice of a 7
The model thus generates several predictions:
1. The assimilating activity is less likely to be undertaken by immigrants than by natives. That is more likely to be true if the costs of assimilation C are higher, the gains to assimilation, F(a 1 ) -F(0), are lower, and if the immigrant has a shorter horizon (lower R).
2. Conditional on both engaging in the assimilating activity, the immigrant will choose a higher a 1 * than the native.
In addition to these two broad predictions about immigrants in comparison to natives, one can go further and proxy some of the parameters to consider how the outcomes change with changes in immigrants' characteristics. Thus we would expect:
1. Immigrants who have been in the new country longer will be more native-like. Their probability of engaging in assimilating activities will approach that of natives, and, conditional on engaging in these activities, the amount they undertake will approach that of natives (and be less than that of more recent immigrants who choose to engage in the activities).
2. The same thing will be true for immigrants from countries that are more similar to the U.S.
than for immigrants from countries that are more "foreign"-for whom presumably the costs of assimilation are greater.
3. Older immigrants, conditional on the time they have lived in the new country, will have a lower probability of engaging in the assimilating activity, because for them Period 2 is shorter.
IV. Basic Results
To move from the theory and its implications to empirical analysis, we first need to consider what activities might be called "assimilating." The process of assimilation involves using one's available time partly to invest in learning about the native culture, economy and environment. We need to define which activities can appropriately be classified as assimilating.
We arbitrarily assume that the three activities-purchasing, education and market work-are to be included in this list, while the other activities are not and can be called non-assimilating. In 10 educational attainment is higher. Given the immigrant-native differences in the means of these demographics and their role in determining the incidence of these activities, their inclusion in these equations is especially important for inferring the directions and magnitudes of immigrantnative differences among otherwise identical individuals.
Participation in assimilating activities overall is statistically significantly lower among immigrants, with a difference between them and natives of 1.5 percentage points (on a mean of 77 percent). This central result is driven by purchasing activities, which are far less likely to be undertaken by immigrants than by natives. 6 Educational activities are in fact marginally more likely to be undertaken by immigrants, while rates of market work are essentially identical between the two groups. Overall the results for the crucial variable, immigrant status, do suggest weakly that the theory describes these activities. Table 4 presents tests of the second major prediction, namely that, conditional on engaging in an activity, immigrants will spend more time on it. The sample sizes in these truncated regressions vary from activity to activity because the number of participants varies across activities. As with the discussion of incidence, we first turn to examining the impacts of demographic differences (and present these only in this table). 1) African-Americans spend conditionally less time in the activities that may be assimilating, mainly because they spend less time in educational activities; 2) Men are more likely to spend time in these activities, entirely because, conditional on working for pay, they spend more time in the market; 3) Similarly, having more and especially younger children in the household reduces the amount of time in assimilating activities among those who participate in them; 4) Finally, the amount of time in these activities, conditional on engaging in them, rises steadily with educational attainment.
Conditional on participating in the activity, immigrants spend more time on it in each of the three categories. Moreover, the additional amount of time that immigrants spend in what we have designated as assimilating activities is not small: 10.9 percent extra in purchasing, 9.7 percent extra in education, 4.0 percent extra in market work, and 5.7 percent extra in assimilating activities in total (and hence 1.2 percent less time in other activities).
For each activity the final row of Table 4 provides the t-statistic testing the cross-equation
constraint that the effects of immigrant status on incidence and intensity are the same (that we could have combined the two in a standard tobit model rather than estimating separately the probit and truncated regression for each activity). In each case the hypothesis of equality is strongly rejected. In its predictions about the allocation of time conditional on choosing to undertake a particular sub-aggregate of activities, time use in these activities is described fairly well by the theory. Both statistically and in terms of the size of the effects, the data reject the notion that immigrant-native differences in the incidence and intensity of these activities are the same and, indeed, suggest the effects are in opposite and expected directions. These results are only suggestive: Perhaps immigrant-native differences in incidence and intensity in the other seven activities are also respectively negative and positive, and statistically different from each other. To examine this possibility, we estimate probits and truncated regressions for each of these activities, with Table 5 presenting the estimates of the parameters describing the impacts of immigrant status. The final column of the table presents these estimates for the intensity in the aggregate of these seven activities, which we designate as "nonassimilating," (with the incidence estimates deleted since all sample members engage in at least one of these activities). In six of the seven aggregates, either immigrants have both greater (eating/drinking) or lesser (the three leisure categories) intensities and incidence than natives, or one of the two effects is not significantly nonzero. Only for household activities are the differences in incidence and intensity between immigrants and natives negative and positive, and 12 statistically different. The corresponding estimates for Australia reported below in Section VI will shed light on how pervasive these patterns seem to be.
One might be concerned that some of the "controls" are endogenous-that choices about time use affect some of the variables that we have identified as demographic, particularly marital status, age and number of children, and perhaps educational attainment. To examine this, we reestimated the models in Tables 3-5 holding constant only the age, gender and racial/ethnic variables-the controls that are clearly not subject to choice. The results are nearly identical to those presented in the tables. Another possibility is that the results differ by gender in more subtle ways than is captured by inclusion of an indicator variable. To examine this possibility we re-estimated the models separately by gender. The immigrant-native differences in intensity and incidence (or the absence thereof for some activities) are almost identical for both men and women. Perhaps intra-household behavior leads to difference in immigrant-native differences by gender, but there are no differences by gender in the average effects across households.
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A possibly more serious problem is that immigrant status is not exogenous-people choose to emigrate to the U.S. based on economic incentives (e.g., Borjas, 1987) , for example, comparing expected earnings and its variance in the home and potential receiving countries. One would expect that incentives based on the costs of assimilating also affect their decisions. This means that our results do not reflect what would be observed if one could randomly choose members of the immigrant population. If, however, potential immigrants are rational, we would expect that those who did migrate (and did not return back to their native countries) are those who expected and found the costs of assimilation to be less than those facing the average potential migrant. These would be true whatever the immigrant's position in the earnings distributions of the home and receiving countries. That being the case, our results underestimate the immigrant-13 native differences that would be observed if immigrants were a random sample of potential immigrants.
V. The Sources of Differences in Time Use
Having demonstrated that immigrants and natives use time differently and in ways that support a theory based on the fixed costs of assimilation, we next explore some possible sources of these fixed costs. What might make C higher for some immigrants than for others? One obvious suspect is language knowledge, as there is substantial evidence (Chiswick and Miller, 1995; Bleakley and Chin, 2004 ) that knowledge of English, or at least the opportunity to learn
English, affects such outcomes as immigrant-native differences in wages. Accordingly, we focus much of our attention on various measures of English-language facility (although the ATUS does not contain information on this directly). We also consider another measure indicating the potential familiarity with a U.S.-style advanced market economy.
The first measure that we use reflects the extent to which an immigrant in our sample has had time to acculturate him/herself generally to the U.S., namely the number of years since immigration. To create usefully sized cells we divide years since migration into the categories:
Less than 6 years, 6-10 years, 11-20 years, and more than 20 years. As the top panel of Table 6 shows, each of these cells contains large fractions of the U.S. immigrant population, although the overwhelming majority of immigrants have been in the country more than 10 years.
A native whose parents are immigrants may also bear substantial costs of assimilating, although for many outcomes (Perlmann and Waldinger, 1997; Farley and Alba, 2002; Card, 2005; Burda et al, 2008 )-second-generation Americans look much more like higher-order generation natives than like immigrants. To examine this additional aspect of assimilation we define nativity variables for natives' parents, including whether both parents are immigrants, the father is foreign-born (and the mother is U.S.-born), or the mother is foreign-born (and the father is U.S.-born). Table 6 shows that nearly 10 percent of natives have at least one immigrant parent, with half of these being children of two immigrant parents and the other half having parents of mixed 14 nativity, with this last group split fairly evenly between children whose lone immigrant parent is their father versus their mother .
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In Table 7 we substitute the indicators of years since migration for immigrant status in the probits describing the incidence of the assimilating activities and in the truncated regressions of the intensities of the activities undertaken. We also add the indicators describing secondgeneration Americans. Consider first the estimates of incidence. Except for education the probit derivatives are largest and most negative for the most recent immigrant arrivals. Moreover, the effects diminish steadily in absolute size with years since migration for the aggregate of assimilating activities (and for purchasing activities).
The results for the intensities of activities are less consistent with the notion of acculturation lowering these costs. Except for purchasing activities, where the conditional amounts undertaken decrease monotonically with years since migration, there are no obvious distinctions between immigrants classified by years in the U.S. Overall, these estimates provide some support for our emphasis on fixed costs in shaping the process of assimilation.
Additional support is provided by the estimated impacts of second-generation status on the incidence and conditional amounts of assimilating activities. Second-generation Americans look nothing like immigrants. Indeed, if both parents were immigrants, the respondent is more likely than other natives to engage in the activities that we have classified as assimilating, although the conditional amounts they undertake do not differ from those of other natives who participate in those activities. At least in terms of time use, these results suggest that the process of assimilation is complete by the time the second-generation person reaches adulthood.
As noted, a central aspect of the costs of acculturation is the cost of acquiring the native language. We explore this in some detail. First, adopting the categorization of Bleakley and Chin (2004) , we divide immigrant countries of origin into three mutually exclusive categories: 1) countries where English is the primary spoken language; 2) countries where English is not the primary spoken language but it is designated as an official language; and 3) all other countries, where English is neither the primary spoken language nor an official language. The second panel of Table 6 presents the descriptive statistics for these measures. The overwhelming majority of U.S. immigrants come from countries where English is neither a primary nor an official language.
About one-eighth of U.S. immigrants come from countries where English is an official language but not the primary spoken language (with most of these immigrants originating in the Indian sub-continent or in the Philippines), and another eighth of U.S. immigrants hail from Englishspeaking countries.
A second measure of language facility is more direct but is not exogenous to the individual's choices about assimilation: Was the household's interview in the CPS conducted in a foreign language (overwhelmingly in this sample, conducted in Spanish)?
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As Table 6 showed, about one-third of immigrants fall into this category. That large fraction raises concerns that our results may be based solely on Mexican immigrants, a concern that is underscored by some results showing the sensitivity of some outcomes of assimilation to whether the immigrants are Mexican or not (Farley and Alba, 2002; Duncan and Trejo, 2009 ). As only twenty percent of immigrants in the ATUS are of Mexican origin, this concern may be misplaced.
The upper half of Table 8 examines the impacts of the treatment of English in the immigrant's country of origin on the probability that s/he undertakes an assimilating activity and on the conditional amount undertaken. The estimates suggest that the one-eighth of immigrants who come from English-speaking countries look less like other immigrants and more like natives in how they allocate time to the so-called assimilating activities. Patterns of time use are quite different, however, among those immigrants who come from countries where English is only an official language, and for the large majority of immigrants who from countries where English is not even an official language. These latter two groups of immigrants show the predicted time use patterns relative to natives, with lower incidences for assimilating activities and higher intensities.
The only surprise here is that, at least for the incidence of these activities, the negative effects are greater for those from English-official countries than those from non-English-speaking countries.
An alternative approach relies on the language in which the interview was conducted and includes the additional indicator for Mexican immigrants. The results, presented in the bottom half of Table 8 , show that, conditional on their language ability, Mexican immigrants are no more likely than immigrants generally to undertake a particular assimilating activity; and conditional on that they do not perform any less of it. Weak English, however, does matter: Those immigrants whose CPS interview was not in English are especially less likely to engage in assimilating activities; but conditional on doing so, they spend more time at those activities (again, with the exception being the few people involved in educational activities). These results underscore again the role of language knowledge in lowering the fixed costs of assimilation.
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One might be concerned that Latin culture, which is correlated with immigrants' language knowledge, is driving these results. To examine this possibility, we estimated the equations in Tables 4 and 5 and the bottom half of Table 8 including only the sample of Hispanics, both natives and immigrants. The results look very similar to those estimated over the entire sample: Again, Hispanic immigrants as a group have a lower incidence of these activities than native Hispanics, but, conditional on engaging in them, the intensity is greater. Moreover, the immigrant-native differences are entirely due to differences in language knowledge.
While language facility, or the possibility of it, appears to be a good proxy for the fixed costs in our model, there are others. One argument is that, independent of language ability, the fixed costs of participating in assimilating activities in the United States are lower for emigrants from advanced, industrialized countries with market economies that are similar to the U.S.
economy: "How could this man, so recently removed from an altogether different life, explain to himself the product system in which he was enmeshed?" (Handlin, 1951, pp. 78-79) As a proxy for this idea we obtained the recent per-capita real GDP in the home country of each immigrant. 12 The average GDP per capita in the immigrants' home countries in 2008 was $10,355 (standard deviation $14,200), with a range from $230 to $94,354. Adding this additional proxy for the costs of assimilating to the equations in Table 8 produces the estimates shown in Table 9 . The inclusion of this index of development changes the estimates of the effect of emigrating from an English-speaking country, since these are highly correlated, weakening the negative impact of the latter on the probability of participating in assimilating activities and on the conditional amount undertaken. Nonetheless, the effects of GDP per capita itself are consistent with our interpreting them as reflecting lower costs of assimilation: Immigrants from countries with higher GDP look more like natives than other immigrants, both in terms of the incidence of assimilating activities and their intensities.
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VI. A Replication for Australia
The theory presented above is general, so it should be applicable beyond the parochial confines of the United States. Few countries have large-scale time-diary data sets, and few of those include a sufficiently large number of immigrants to make another test of the theory feasible. Australia is one of those few, being substantially more a nation of immigrants than the U.S.
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The Australian Time Use Survey of 1992 (ABS, 1993) included two days of time diaries completed by nearly all of the almost 7000 individuals ages 15 or over. The diaries were recorded in five-minute intervals on two consecutive days, with the days evenly distributed over the week. To make the analyses as similar to those for the U.S. as possible, we created control variables identical to those included in the tables above-marital status; gender; a quadratic in age; number of children and indicators of their age distribution; and educational attainment.
14 (Indicators for African-American and Hispanic are excluded for obvious reasons.) The data set also includes an indicator of whether the respondent speaks a foreign language at home, and we use that to examine the sources of any immigrant-native differences that we may find.
The survey recorded activities in 280 different categories. To make the test as similar to that for the U.S. as possible, we aggregated these into the same ten sets of activities. Each of these aggregates includes travel time pursuant to the basic activity (as in the U.S. data). The sets of basic activities included in purchasing and market work are very similar to those in the ATUS.
Most of the others are too, with the education/training activities encompassing an apparently somewhat different set of basic uses of time. We do not claim that the aggregates are the same as in the U.S.-differences in the surveys preclude that; but they are as close as we could make them.
Immigrants account for 24 percent of the diary-days of the respondents in these data, To save space all the results for the three activities are presented in Table 10 , which is essentially a replication of Tables 3 and 4 . Each probit is based on the entire sample of 12,998 diary-days for which all the data were available, and each truncated regression is based on all the individuals who engaged in the activity. Because most respondents completed diaries on two days, standard errors of all the estimated coefficients account for clustering of the observations.
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For each of the activities, the first column includes only the indicator for immigrant status, while the second adds the foreign-language indicator. All the estimated equations also contain the control variables discussed above.
The results seem qualitatively identical to those for the United States. As in the U.S., the conditional amounts of time spent in the assimilating activities are greater among immigrants than natives. While the probability of engaging in education/training is higher among immigrants than natives, the probability of purchasing or doing market work is lower-the same results that we obtained in the ATUS. Even the ability of the models to fit the data is similar to what we saw in Tables 3 and 4 . Finally, as in the U.S. data, tests of the equality of the immigrant effects on incidence and intensity reject the hypotheses.
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When we delve behind the basic results (examine the even-numbered columns in each pair), the role of language in generating the outcomes is striking. (Remember that the effect of being an immigrant who speaks English at home is the coefficient on the immigrant indicator, while that for an immigrant who speaks another language at home is the sum of the two coefficients in the table.) The results suggest that all of the effects shown for immigrants in the odd-numbered columns are mediated through language knowledge. Only those immigrants who do not speak English at home engage in conditionally more of the assimilating activities than do natives; other immigrants do not behave significantly different from natives (conditional on engaging in the activity). English-speaking immigrants are no different from natives in the likelihood of engaging in these activities, while non-English speaking immigrants are significantly less likely to be purchasing or engaging in market work, but significantly more likely to be undertaking education/training. As with the basic results, the results on the importance of language corroborate the findings for the U.S.
An additional check is provided by the results of the probits and truncated regressions for the other seven categories of activities, presented in Table 11 . For none of these seven do we reject the hypothesis of equal effects of immigrant status on incidence and intensity and also observe a negative effect on incidence and a positive effect on intensity with t-statistics above one. These results thus differ from what we observed for both purchasing and market work in Table 10 and look very much like what we saw in Table 5 for their American analogs.
VII. Conclusions and Implications for Heterogeneity
Taking off from the immigrant-native differences in time use that we document here, we have derived a theory of the process of assimilation based on the notion that it is costly to assimilate-it involves leaving the previous culture and economic mind-set and acquiring ones that match those of the new country more closely. These costs are a barrier to assimilation.
Some potential immigrants will not even emigrate, perceiving the barrier to be too great. Others will emigrate, but will not cross that barrier and undertake the activities that natives do. Those 21 immigrants who do cross the barrier have an incentive to undertake more of the assimilating activities than will natives.
Identifying a number of activities that one can view as leading to assimilation, particularly education, shopping and market work, we use the 2004-2008 American Time Use
Survey to examine these predictions. They are strongly supported by the data, and immigrantnative differences in other activities are not characterized by the same lower incidence and higher intensity as these activities., Going behind these simple findings, we examine the sources of the apparent costs of assimilation. Various proxies for the ease of assimilating, including the immigrant's language background, suggest that language knowledge partly underlies the costs of assimilation. That a higher GDP per capita in the home country, a proxy for the similarity of its economy to the U.S., also leads immigrants to behave less differently from natives, suggests that unfamiliarity with American-style economic life also underlies those costs.
We also tested the theory on Australia in 1992, using data that have the advantage of coming from a country that is nearly twice as immigrant-intensive as the U.S. While the survey instrument defines activities slightly differently from the U.S. data, the Australian results look very similar to those for the U.S. Even the role of language knowledge in the costs of assimilation is suggested by these data.
We are not testing a theory of fixed costs; rather, we show that it is consistent with differences in time use in activities that might be viewed as assimilating, but not in others; it is consistent with immigrant-native differences in behavior in both the U.S. and Australia; and the differences in time use among immigrants are consistent with two reasonable determinants of the fixed cost of assimilating, namely language background and familiarity with an advanced market economy.
Our view of the process of assimilation and the demonstration of its validity with timeuse data suggest a testable implication on the commonly-examined outcomes of the assimilation process. The theory and results imply that some immigrants will assimilate well, while others 22 never will. While much of the research on assimilation outcomes has focused on the time path of average immigrant-native differences, the heterogeneity implied here suggests that the crosssection variance of immigrants' earnings and hours will exceed that of natives. This should be true for immigrants as a group, but also for immigrants who are otherwise observably the same as natives, since unobservables will leave some residual heterogeneity. The same implications could be tested on such outcomes as wages/earnings, labor-force participation, and hours of work.
In terms of policy, the results suggest that, if the goal is to assimilate immigrants into their new country, the critical need is to encourage them to undertake assimilating activities-to overcome the costs of assimilation. As we have shown, these costs involve familiarity with language and economy, and no doubt other aspects of life as well. Requirements of and subsidized immersion into the language and culture, perhaps like the Israeli ulpanim, are one possibility.
17 Tables 8 and 9 the same control variables as in Tables 3 and 4 are included. t-test of equality of immigrant effects on probability and conditional amount 2.52 2.65 1.38 *Also included in the equations are a vector of indicators of educational attainment, a quadratic in the respondent's age, gender, marital status, the number of children under age 15, and their distribution by age category. Standard errors are clustered on the individuals. *Includes all the controls in Table 10 .
